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REMARKS 

This Reply is jfiled in response to the May 29, 2009 Office Action. ^ Claims I -20 were 
presentetl for exammation and were rejected. Claims 1 , 7, i 3, 1 8 and 20 are in independent, fotm 
and each is amended. Support for the amendments can be found in the application as filed. See, 
for example, at least paragraphs 20, 43, 46, 47 and 58. Claims 1 -20 are pending. 

CIai.ms 1-5 and 7-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a), as being un-patentable over 
Lue Chee Lip et al {U.S. 2002/0099794 Al; hereinafter "Lip") in view of newiy-ci ted Nguyen et 
ai. {U.S. 7,523,385; hereinafter "Nguyen")- Claims 6 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a), as being un-patentable over Lip in view of Nguyen as applied to claims 1-5 and 7-1 1, 
ibrther in view of Winia.ms (U.S. 2004/0243435; hereinafter "'Williams;"). Claims 13-17 are also 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. f 103(a) as being im-patentable over Lip in view of Nguyen and 
Williams. Lastly, claims 18 -20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as being un-patentable 
over Nguyen in view of Lip and Williams. These rejections are traversed because these 
references, taken individiiaiiy or in any reasonable combination, do not disclose or suggest the 
subject matter recited in Applicants' claims for at least the following reasons. 

In overview, .Applicants' claimed subject matter aiid disclosure relate, at least in part, to 
an incarcerated inmate being able to airange for a group vis i tation by a group of people by 
contactiiig one of those people (e.g., his attorney) and supplying him/her with the names and 
contact iiifonnation of the others in that gi oup. The attorney can thereafter attempt to register 
himself and the other members in the invited group to gain authorization for himself and the 
others to make that visitation. By contrast, Nguyen relates to scheduling extents through a 
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system user, the events being attended by people who may invite their own guests under certain 

circumstaijces and within certain limitaiicms. Whereas Applicants ' inmate mpplkis the iiame.'i of 

all of the people in the invited group, quite differently Nguyen '^v user doe's not supply the mtmes 

of all of the people who might attend the event. Rather, the user supplies only the names of 

potmtMpartic/panis invited to an event each of whom may, in turn, invite guests. Potential 

participants do not know each other or register each other. As disclosed, Nguyen's guests may 

be family members of the invited paiticipants where, most iikeiy, Nguyen's user may not even 

know the names of the family members. Applicants have amended al l of its claims, 1'he 

obviousness rejection based on the combination of Up and Nguyen which is re!ied-upon in all of 

the rejections noted above should be withdrawn and the claims ailowed. 

In detail, consider, for example, claim I which is rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a), as 

being un-patentable over Lip in view of Nguyen. Claim 1 reci tes: 

An imnate visitation system, comprising; 

means for receiving a visitation request from an imnate for a pltfirality of potential 
visitors to attend the same visitation, each of said visitors being named in said request by said 

inmate; 

i>ieans for sending trom one of the plurality of potentjaJ visitors a registration 
request for eacii of the plurality of potential visitors based upon the received visitation request; 

means for receiving registration information based upon the sent nsgistration 

request; 

meatus tor detcfmining whether &e visitation request from the inmate is approved 
or disapprox^ed; and 

means tor communicating tlic approval or disapproval of the visitation request. 

(C^iaim ] ) The Office Action (pg 3) aileges thatf^ip (paragraph 28) shows "means for receiving 
a visitation request from a person" but admhs that Up does not teach "means for receiving a 
visitation request from a person for a.plurality of poteii^^ 
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(emphasis m original) The Office Actiosi (pg 3) aiso admits that Up does not teach "means fbf 
setKliiig torn one of the piurality of potential visitors a registradoti request for each of the 
plurality of potential visitors based upon the received visitation request." Applicants agree with 
these admissions and with tlie otiier admission made in the Office Action on page 3. 

To competitsate for these admitted deficiencies in Lip, the Office Action (pg 3) first 
alleges that Nguyen, in its coknniis 1 2 and 13, teaches "means for receiving a visitatioii request 
from a person for a plurality of potential visitors to attend tlie same visitation." Without 
acqiuescing i« that allegation. Applicants note that it is moot because Applicants have amended 
that claim element to recite: "means for receiving a visitation request from an inmate for a 
plurality of potential visitors to attend the same visitation, each of said visitors being named in 
said request by said imiiate. " (Emphasis added) Nguyen does not teach or suggest this claim, 
element for at least the following reasons, 

Nguyen relates to event planning for events for people to attend, and more particularly to 
a system and method for automated enterprise event organization and management, (Nguyen, 
col I, lines 22-24) A user of the Nguyen system can access a website and use it to create an 
event page and a registxation page and send tlrem to a potential event panicipant requesting 
his/her registration information to confirm him/her for attendance at the event. In turn, the 
invited participant can invite his/her guests under certain conditions and within certain 
limitations. (Co!. 1 , Hoe 61 - col, 2, line 26) The invitation can be inade by the user to multiple 
participants who, in turn, can invite their respective multiple guests, (cois, 12-13) Thus, there 
are three different groups of people identified in Nguyen: users ^participants and guests, where 
participants and/or guests are the only invited or registered groups of people attending the events 
in Nguyen, Tlie user in Nguyen is, presumably, viewed by the Examiner as being analogous to 
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the recited "inmate" in AppHcaiits' claims since the user and the inmate caB each initiate his/her 

respective invitation to attend a visit, eithet" at the prison in the case of ApplicaTvis' inmate or at 

the event in the case of Nguyen's user. Consider three possibiUties. 

I, , , "If **fiartlci^>ants^ , are , allesedh' , , eqmvateiit to , **plaralit>' , of jiotential visitorsi'^ 

In the first possibility, arguendo, if Nguyen's panicipants are allegedly equivalent to 

Appiicaots' recited "plurality of potential visitors'' then Nguyen does not disclose or suggest the 

claim element; ''means for sending from one of the plurality of potential visitors a registetion 

request for each of the plurality of poten tial visitors based upon the received visitation request" 

as recited in claim 1, Indeed, Nguyen does not disclose or suggest in columns 1 2 and 13 or 

anyplace else that any one of its participants (a person in vited to the event by a user of the 

Nguyen system who Is organizing the event) would be in contact with any other participant, 

much less send a registration request for such other participant. This is not surprising because 

die context of Nguyen's disclosure is such that these participants would not necessarily even 

know each other. For example consider the following passages in Nguyen: 

The professional meetings and evetits industry in the U.S. is valued at over S I 00 billion a 
year and is the 22'"^ largest contributor to the U.S. gross national product. In fact, for 
many organizations, events represent important customer interactions that are effective in 
acquiring, educating, and building loyalty among custotsiers. 

Currently, most events are managed as isolated projects in ditTerent departtnents and 
divisions. Most of the customer data gained from the events is not incorporated into 
companies' customer knowledge bases. While events are an important part of companies' 
sales and marketing programs, they are generally managed on a project~by~project bases, 
with little consistency in capturing metrics that integrate with other customer relafciottship 
management programs. 

Fwtlier, event planning requires a great deal of legxvork. Gathering a group of people 

together is a large part of plamtiog the event itself. Dates need to be chosen, locations 
need to be selected, etc. An eveni communication too! is needed that increases visibility 
and attendance of events. Farther needed is an event planning service that provides 
feedback and reports about event participants, revenue, etc. 
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(Nguyen, col 1 , .lines 28-48) A user's customers, each being a participant at this event, need not 
have any prior biowiedge of each other. Thus, one customer would not register anoflrer 
customer for this event. Indeed, Nguyen does not suggest othenvise. Therefore, if Nguyen's 
participants are viewed as being allegedly equivalent to Applicants recited "plurality of visitors" 
the combinatioii of Lip atid Nguyen does not disclose or suggest claim 1 because Lip admittedly 
does not disclose this claim element and Nguyen does not disclose or suggest this claim element 
for reasons given above. Therefore the combination of the two references cannot disclose or 
suggest claim I, 

II . If **gttests *' are aBegediy eqaivalent to ^'plurality of potential visitors*' 

It^ the secoiul possibility, arguendo, if Nguyen's guests are allegedly equivalent to 

Applicants' recited "plurality of potential visitors" then Nguyen does not disclose or suggest the 

claim element; "means for sending from one of the plurality of potential visitors a registration 

request for each of the plurality of potential visitors based upon the received visitation request" 

as recited in claim L Indeed, Nguyen does not disclose or suggest in columns 1 2 and 13 or 

anyplace else that atiy one of its guests (a person invited to the event by a participant who, in 

tvitn, is invited by Nguyen's user) would invite any other guest, much less send a registration 

request for such other guest. This is not surprising because the context of Nguyen's disclosure is 

such diat tliese guests (a) may be known only to their respective participant (e.g., guests can be 

family menibers of the participant), (b) are not stated to have any authorization to invite other 

guests and (c) would not necessarily even know other guests outside of their immediate family. 

For example, consider the following passage in Nguyen; 

I he paiticipant chcks on the regi^ ^ ^ut m t enie^' Le uL'isttation page and \ !^\\ s the 
fcgisirant atti\ mcj» on the fn^X page \X the end ot die fu^t page a (]ui.siioii ma\ W 
presented askmg if the parttctpam %vishes to add a guest It the participant choo^es ves, 
the Guest activity page will appeai mcludmg activities defiiied as guest only or jomt 
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p.iirKip.ition Fill puKL-,^ may tepeat unit! the pjuinpant ^lops adding ptesLs oi whend 
iimit pie-dctaied b\ tijt u^tM is reached The pattKspcint ■^Libmits tlK i,iio!».o>, and is 
jjiL^fiuod wnh d page contaiiuug a summary ofthe pauicipatirs sejectu>us 

(Nguyen, col. 12, lines 53-62) Thus, the participant, and not the user, atkis guests and submits 

tlie guests names, etc. Therefore, if Nspjyen's guests are viewed as being allegedly equivalent to 

Applicants recited "pluraJity of visitors" the combination of Lip and Nguyen does not disclose or 

suggest claim i because Lip admittedly does not disclose this claim element and Nguyen does 

not disclose or suggest this claim element for reasons given above. Therefore the combination of 

the two references again cannot disclose or suggest claim i. 

III. If '^partici pants and quests'' are aOesediy eqm vaient to ^'piitratity of potential visitors^ ' 

In the third possibiiity, arguendo, if participaTUs and guests together are viewed as being 
allegediy equivalent to Applicants' recited "pUnality of potential visitors" this could be analyzed 
in two ways; (I) the user invites a participant and that participant, in turn, invites its guests (e.g., 
members of its family) and (2) the nser invites a participant and, after the participant provides 
the names ofthe participant's invited guests, the user has direct contact with those guests as weil 
as with the related participant The first scenario may be described in Nguyen, columns 1 2-13, 
cited by tbe Examiner in the Office .Action. The second scenario may possibly be suggested, at 
best, in Nguyen, column 15, lines 10-25, and is confronted head-on herein, arpiendo, merely for 
sake of completeness and to dispose of it, realizing that Nguyen is probably not suggesting direct 
contact between user and participant-invited guests at all 

Consider the first scenario, and recall tliat Nguyen's user may be allegedly analogous to 
Applicants' imiiate where botli initiate their respective invitations. In this first instance, where 
Nguyen's participant talces action to register vifith the user and, if the paiticipant so desires, also 
supply names of his/her guests (e.g., fatnily members) to the user in the registration application, 
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the claim eiouKMit means Un iccei\inu ^isuattor ■rt.cnK'^i \\i>m an itimatc iot a pluuUiTx of 
polentia! \ isuois to aUend tbe .same violation, each of aaid Mstuns being uatned m saai Teque.^i 
■by. mid. j/Mgfe" (emphasis added) is not disclosed or suggested by Nguyen because the names of 
tlie guests in Nguyen are not being supplied by the tjser. Indeed, the guests are not named in the 
registratioit request forwarded by Nguyen's user to the participant. Rather, the participant 
clearly knows the names of his/her own family members and supplies tJielr names to the user. 
Therefore, in this first scenario, Nguyen does not read on claim 1 . 

Consider the second scenario where^ presumably, Nguyen's user may have bad direct 
contact with a participant and tliat participant's guests (after tlie user first receives tlie guests' 
names from the participrmt). Viewing this scenario, arguendo, m a light most favorable to the 
rejection, the participam and those guests together are viewed as allegedly etiuivalent to 
Applicants' recited "pUirality of potential visitors." In this instance, the claim element; "means 
for sending from one of tlie plurality of potential visitors a registration request for each of the 
plurality of potential visitors based upon the received visitation request" is not disclosed or 
sugge,sted in Nguyen. First of all, each member of the plurality of potential visitors in this 
second scenario was registered at the time when the participant's and its guests' names were 
submitted to the user by the participant, so a redundant registration request shall not 
subsequently be made by the user of tlie participatit or setit by the participant to the user. In 
addition, even if a registration request were, hypotbeiically, to be involved sotnehow, there is no 
disclosure or suggestion that one guest shall register another guest, or that a guest shall register 
its participant, or that the participmit shall register a guest who had previously been registered 
when its nmie was submitted previously by tlie participant. Moreover, in this hypothetical, if tiie 
u.ser is now in direct contact with the guest and, tlierefore, able to get information directly from 
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the guest, tJiere would be no need to have sucli giseai iiifonnation relayed iiirough the participasit, 
Therefore, in ihis secotid scenario, Nguyen again does not: read on claim 1. ApplicaTvis reiterate 
that Ngiiyen is probably not suggesting direct contact between user and participant-invited 
guests at ail, but are addressing this issue for sake of completeness and to dispose of it. 

Therefore, if Nguyen's participant and guests, taken together, are viewed from any 
coiiceivabte angle as being allegedly equivalent to Applicants recited "piuraht>' of visitors" the 
combination of Lip and Nguyen does not disclose or suggest claim i because Lip admittedly 
does not disclose either of the two claim elements discussed above while Nguyen also does not 
disclose or suggest at least one or the other of the two claim elements discussed above, 
depending on the scenario. Therefore the con\binatton ^ of the two references again carniot 
disclose or suggest claim 1. Accordingly, the 35 U.S.C. §103(a) rejection of ciaiiu i should be 
withdrawn and the claim allowed. 

Independent claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as being iin-patentable over Lip 
in view of Nguyen, Claim 7 recites, imeralia: 

• "receiving a visitation request from an inmate for a pim-alit>' of potential visitors to attend 
the same visitation, each of said visitors being named in said request by said inmate" and 

• "sending from one of the plitrality of potential visitors a registration request for each of 
tire plurali ty' of potential visitors based upon tire recei ved visitation request" 

and is allowabie for the same reasot\s given above with respect to claim I . Accordingly, the 35 
U.S.C. §103{a) rejection of claim 7 should be withdiavvu and the claim allowed. 

Imiepmdmt claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being un-patentable over 
Lip in view of Nguyen and Williams. Claim 13 recites, inter alia: 



Applicants do aot acqttksce in the combinability of Lip and jSigayen in the first place. 
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• "visitation registration program code for receiving a visitation request from an inmate for 
a plurality of potential visitors to attend tfie same visitation, eacii of said visitors being 
named in said request by said inmate" and for 

• "automatically approving or disapproving a registration request for each of tlie plurality 
of potential visitors, the registration request sent fiom one of the plurality of potential 
visitors for each of the plurality of potential visitors based upon the visitation request. . 

Lip and Nguyen do not disclose or suggest tiiese iinYitations tor reasons given above with respect 
to claim 1 . Williams does not cure tliis deficiency of Lip and Nguyen, Accordingly tlie 35 
U.S.C. §i03(a) rejection of claim 13 should be withdrawn and the claim allowed. 

[ndepemient clann 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being un-patentable over 
Nguyen in view of Lip and Williams. Claim 18 recites, inter alia: 

• "receiving names of the plurality of potential visitors from the inmate along with a 
request to provide registration information of all said potential visitors in order to 
schedule the visit with the inmate, tlie request being received by one of the plumlity of 
potential visitors" and 

• "supplying the requested registration information to a sender of the request, the requested 
registration information being supplied by the one potential visitor about each one of the 
plurality of potential visitors," 

Ngoyen and Lip do not disclose or suggest these limitations for reasons given above with respect 
to claim 1 . Williams does not cure this deficiency of Nguyen and Lip, Accordingly the 35 
U.S.C, § 103(a) rejection of claim 18 should be withdrawn and the claim allowed. 

Tndependeni claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being un-patentabk over 
Nguyen in view of Lip and Williams, Claim 20 recites a method comprising, infer alia: 
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• "one of die pkirality of potentia! visitors using the at least one visstor network interface to 
receive a request over the netwoii. from (he at ieast one prison network interface, the 
request inchiding names of the potential visitors supplied by said inmate and being made 
for registration infomjation to schedule a visitation by the plurality of potential visitors 
with the inmate" and 

• "the one potential visitor supplying the requested registration infbmiation to the at least 
one prison network interface about each one of the piurality of potential visitors," 

Nguyen and Lip do not disclose or suggest this limitation for reasons given above with respect to 
claim 1. Williams does not cure tiiis deficiency of Nguyen and Lip. Accordingly the 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) rejectio!5 of claim 20 shoiik! be withdravvn and the claim allowed. 

Claims 2-6, dependent irom claim I , are allowable, at ieast for reasons based oti their 
dependencies from allowable base claim L 

Claims 8-12, dependent from claim 7, are allowable, at least for reasons based on their 
dependencies from allowable base claim 7. 

Claims i 4- 17, dependent from claim 13, are allowable, at least for reasons based on their 
dependencies from allowable base claim 13. 

Claim 1 9, dependent from claim 1 8, is allowable, at least for reasons based on its 
dependency from allowable base claim 18. 
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CONCLUSION 

Reconsideration aiid allowance are respectiiilly requested in view of the foregoing 
amendments and remarks.-^ All rejections have been addressed and have been overcome. 

To the extent necessary, a petition for an extension of tiine under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136 is 
hereby made. Please charge any shortage in fees due in connection with the filing of this paper, 
inckidittg extension of time fees, to Deposit Account No. 07-2347 and piease credit any excess 
fees to such deposit account, 

Rei^ectfu i 1 y s ubrni tied , 

Verizon Corporate Services Group Inc. 



By: 
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